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PER CURIAM.

Paintiff appeds as of right from aMay 27, 1997 order granting summary disposition in favor of
defendants pursuant to MCR 2.116(C)(10) in thislegd mdpractice action. We affirm.

Mantiff's suit aleges that defendant John Wolf committed severa negligent acts revolving
around the cregtion of a stockholders agreement, the transfer of stock owned by plaintiff’s father into
plaintiff’s mother’s revocable trust, and the subsequent unraveling of that stock transfer after the death
of plaintiff’s father. Defendants moved for summary dispostion, and the trid court granted the motion,
primarily holding that there was no attorney-client reaionship between plaintiff and defendants.

To edablish an action for legd mdpractice, a plantiff must alege and prove the following
eements (1) the existence of an atorney-client rdationship; (2) negligence in the legal representation of
the plaintiff; (3) that the negligence was the proximate cause of the injury; and (4) the fact and extent of
the injury dleged. Simko v Blake, 448 Mich 648, 655; 532 NW2d 842 (1995). In the present case,
thetrid court ruled that there was no evidence of an atorney-dient rdationship. “The rendering of legd
advice and legd services by the attorney and the client’ s reliance on that advice or those servicesisthe
benchmark of an attorney-client rdaionship.” Macomb Co Taxpayers Assn v L’Anse Creuse
Public Schools, 455 Mich 1, 11; 564 NW2d 457 (1997). A forma contract is not required to create
the attorney-dient rdationship and such ardaionship is sufficiently established when it is shown thet the
advice and assstance of the atorney are sought and received in matters pertinent to the attorney’s
professon. 1d.



In the present case, the extent of the legd services performed by defendant John Wolf for
plantiff was that Wolf drafted awill and trust for plaintiff in the mid-1980’s, Wolf handled some parking
ticketsfor plantiff, and defendants handled plaintiff’ s father-in-law’ s estate when he died. Further, Wolf
drafted the stockholders agreement for plaintiff’s father’s company, Diesdl Truck Sdles, Inc. Although
Wolf was retained as the corporate attorney for Diesd Truck Sdes, and plaintiff owned shares in the
company, the attorney’s client in such a Stuation is the corporation and not the stockholders because a
corporation exists as an entity apart from its sockholders. Fassihi v Sommers, Schwartz, Slver,
Schwartz & Tyler, PC, 107 Mich App 509, 514; 309 NW2d 645 (1981).

Accordingly, we conclude that Wolf was not acting as plaintiff’s atorney when he drafted the
stockholders agreement or when he effectuated the stock transfer to the mother’s trust. These actions
were taken when Wolf was acting as the corporate attorney for Diesd Truck Sales and as the father’s
edate attorney. There is no evidence that Wolf ever acted as plantiff’s attorney regarding these
transactions.  The trid court, therefore, did not er in granting summary dispostion in favor of
defendants because plaintiff has failed to establish the first eement of alegd mapractice clam. That is,
no attorney-client relationship existed between plaintiff and defendants with repect to the drafting of the
stockholders agreement and the transfer of the stock owned by the father to the mother’s trust. See,
e.g., Scott v Green, 140 Mich App 384, 399-401; 364 NW2d 709 (1985).

Affirmed.
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